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Introduction 
This paper considers how discursive spaces, the communication gaps that can 
appear in some adult and child interactions might fuel assumptive thinking by 
professionals and academics. Assumptive thinking is problematic particularly 
if adults use that thinking to form ideas about children. The paper explores, 
through a collection of drawings produced by the author and her daughter, how 
working in other ways with children can make apparent the effects and impact 
of discursive space on ideas and theorizations about children and their ways of 
being in, and thinking about the world. 
The 'other way’ here refers to making drawings of hybrid beings, made initially 
by the daughter and then subsequently by the daughter and author,  
collaboratively and individually. The hybrids are unusual, not easily 
recognizable as the familiar popular/fairytale personas ‘shaped through social 
and cultural institutions located within particular historical contexts and 
constraints’ (Youdell 2006, p. 38). These curious hybrids are part human, 
animal, monster, alien, automaton, object, constructed from disparate elements 
in randomized ways to create beings that seem to contest conventional human 
subjectivities and identities.  
The randomized combinations of human, animal, object etc. do not seem to 
emphasize any component over others: the hybrids do not seem especially 
human, monster, animal but their subjectivity hovers at some point just before 
any clearly fixed identity. The beings in the drawings have a 'not-quite’-ness 
about them: not-quite human, not-quite animal, creature, automaton, and 
neither are they quite anywhere or anyone. Their aspects of not-quite-ness 
situates the beings in a becoming space with a possibility to transform via 
myriad mutations. This is very exciting to me: it prompts thinking about what 
Braidotti (2002) considers 'one’s potentia’ (p. 135), the about-to-become, 
the possible ways for being.  
 
The ‘not-quiteness’ of the hybrids show how ‘children create their own unique 
identities from their own unique understandings’ (Hughes & Mac Naughton 
2001, p. 117). The concepts children can have about subjectivity and identity 
are complex ‘spontaneous, unpredictable, irreducible, contextual, and vibrantly 
sufficient’ (Davis et al. 2000, p. 77). The hybrids, as material productions of 
that complex thinking prompt theorizations about childhoods as ‘new 
figurations …social locations for the kind of hybrid mix we are in the process of 
becoming’ (Braidotti 2002, p. 2), they are a converging space for adults and 
children to communicate on those becomings to contest fixed thinking about 
childhoods brought on by regulated/regulating early childhood discourses.   
  
Childhood Discourses 
Education, and early childhood education and care (ECEC) discourses talk 
about children in particular ways. Children are talked about politically 
through the policy and framework documents that govern schools, preschools 
and care providers. Policy documents are written by governments but are seen 
to represent and uphold the collective values and desires of the community. 
The words and phrases used to discuss children in these documents are 
carefully articulated in an attempt to encompass everyone in that 
community.  The statements are typically bland and focus on childhood as 
a worthwhile, but economic investment for the future. Early childhood 
curricular and frameworks include claims such as:  
'Children’s early learning influences their life chances. Wellbeing and a strong sense of 
connection, optimism and engagement enable children to develop a positive attitude to 
learning.’ (Australian Government Department of Education, Employment and 
Workplace Relations 2009, p. 9);  
‘children’s "school readiness”… gives children the broad range of knowledge and skills 
that provide the right foundation for good future progress through school and life’ 
(Department for Education 2014, p.5); and  
'early childhood programmes outside the child’s own home play a significant role in 
extending early learning and in laying the foundations for successful future learning.’ 
(Ministry of Education 1996, p. 9).  
 
Curriculum statements see childhood as preparatory, regarded in terms of a 
future potential to become a successful adult citizen of the state (Popkewitz & 
Bloch 2001; Taylor 2012).  
Children are talked about emotionally and romantically through magazines, 
popular media and social media. Populist, commercialized childhood discourses 
aim to entice public audiences (parents and carers in particular) to build, make, 
create childhoods that have not yet been achieved. Parenting magazines, blog-
sites, and social media pages pay attention to beautifying and perfecting micro-
aspects of a child’s life including creating unique birthday cakes (Unique 
Birthday Cakes), enhancing a child’s daily mood (How to raise happy and 
confident kids), and creating good memories for the future (Immortalizing 
memories: 12 ways to archive the good times). Social media pages such as 
Instagram, Facebook and Pinterest also, through selective recording, 
photographing and sharing of daily happenings and achievements prompt a 
collective striving for an idealized, desired childhood that seems just out of 
reach. These commercialized and carefully manufactured children are talked 
about variously as precious, creative, magical, with the individual child 
as somehow more special and totally different to all other, less-
special/creative/magical/precious children. 
 
Political and commercialized childhood discourses are not invisible to all 
publics, neither have they escaped analysis and deconstruction by academics 
and others. Popular, commercial, and political childhood discourses, as well as 
the pathological discourses of the medicalized child, the developmental child, 
the healthy child, the gendered child, the sexualized/sexual child have been 
identified and interrogated from different paradigmatic standpoints, including 
sociocultural (Clandinin et al 2006; Delpit 1995; Mansson 2008), sociological 
(Baldridge 2014; Robinson & Espelage 2011) and poststructural (Cawkwell 
2002; Dahlberg & Moss 2005; Grieshaber & Cannella 2001; Moss 2008) 
amongst others. Academic and professional analyses, critiques and inquiries 
expose how discourses are active, constructed, complex, fluid and 
difficult. Such analyses also expose how discourses can cement the flexible or 
open ideas the individual might have about children and childhoods, into fixed 
‘truths’. The boundary lines between what is a constructed discourse and the 
naturally-occurring biologic changes the child experiences become more 
difficult to locate.  
Critical analysis of discourses can expose how children become subjects and 
subjectified and how children can be manufactured in particular ways by 
different social and cultural regimes. New figurations, ‘new mappings of 
situated, or embedded and embodied, positions.’ (Braidotti 2002, p. 2) are called 
for to consider subjective locations and dimensions, and to take notice of the 
ways children experiment with ‘nomadic subjectivity’ (Braidotti 2002, p. 2). The 
hybrid drawings included here are a visual rendering of alternative, nomadic 
figurations projected on to a paper surface by a child experimenting with her 
own nomadic subjectivity.   
 
While academic and professional critiques help to expose the conventions 
and assumptions embedded in public discourses of childhood, ironically 
the critiques do not expose how academics and professionals might construct 
discourses of childhood and how conventions and assumptions about children 
and childhoods might be upheld by educators, researchers, carers, teachers and 
academics. Essentially, even when adults consider themselves early childhood 
‘experts’, they may not be open to their own assumptive thinking about the 
ways children are and can be with the world.  
Children can be subjectively anchored through visions of childhood that emerge 
from discourses that are positioned as truthful, historic, natural, and scientific. 
These visions often make invisible the opinions those with a claim to an 
unbiased or informed view can have about children. The assumptive 
knowledges and subjectifications that are held about young children in early 
childhood professional and academic systems can effectively shroud the ways 
children can be acted upon, simplified, shaped, governed, regulated, and 
manufactured, even if these aspects are the focus of research into childhood 
discourses.  
To conceive and theorize of childhoods as shifting, as new figurations, as 
possible is challenging because it requires acceptance that ‘reason is concept-
bound and fastened upon essential notions’ (Braidotti 2002, p. 2). Essential and 
concept-bound notions of childhoods are just as likely to be established in 
professional and academic texts, as other sources.  
 
Drawings of hybrids are presented here as a visual account of subjective 
experimentation, experiments into subjects and subjects that are not quite one 
thing or another. The ‘not-quiteness’ of these hybrids makes it difficult to 
assert what the character is about and what is being declared: they are a 
confounding account of a possible self, a possible subject. Creating drawings 
collaboratively and individually enables exploration of these subjective 
complexities in a mode that is highly visible and that assists discursive 
communication between adults and children.  
 
Discursive spaces 
The physicality of birthing, caring, and feeding a young baby bring about 
strong corporeal and sensorial connections between the adult and their 
offspring. Body dimensions, muscle shifts and tensions, odours, surfaces, 
temperatures, pressures work to convey emotions, needs, responses, 
expectations of the adult and baby in gestural, aural and emotional ways. 
Babies grow and learn additional ways for communicating (such as mark 
making and speaking) and their social world expands as they meet many 
other children and adults. Children and babies are highly agentic 
communicators (Haas Dyson 2008; Pascal & Bertram 2009) with interactions 
between adults and children including much more than spoken language. 
Despite this agency encounters between adults and young children are rarely 
equal in the sense that children’s daily schedules, and often their behaviours, 
experiences and physical behaviours are controlled and managed by adults. 
Furthermore, and despite children’s communicative agency spoken 
conversations can be troublesome because adults and young children can have 
different capacities to speak, to use language and to effectively communicate 
what they wish to say. Communications between adults and children are 
problematic then, because the child and the adult might fail to receive many of 
the subtle conveyances of ideas and opinions each holds about the world and 
life.  
The discursive spaces that exist when words fall short become filled with 
assumptions; these form into conventional thinking about typical adult/child 
behaviour, growth, development, power, agency and can fuel intersubjective 
stereotyping (DeMulder et al. 2014; Fennimore 2008). While critical pedagogy 
investigations can begin to encourage ‘practicing teachers to rethink and re-
vision oppressive hegemonic structures and attitudes’ (DeMulder et al. 2014, p. 
44) the desires, imaginings, and curiosities about life that adults and children 
might have, and the possibilities for fantasizing on that living, can still be 
obscured if discursive spaces exist.  
How might those obscured curiosities be revealed, and how might discursive 
spaces be filled with those imaginings, rather than the mundane assumption? 
If communication shifts away from the purely discursive, what might adults 
and children explore, investigate and fantasize about? Particularly, what might 
be thought and understood about children without that reliance on 
assumption?  
 
Shifting communication away from the purely discursive might also shift 
cemented notions of childhood subjectivities: of children as developing, children 
as immature, unknowing, untheorized, apolitical, unaware; and simultaneously 
the next generation, the hope, the future. Instead of childhood being defined by 
fixed subjectivities childhoods might be thought about as possible, as 
‘internally contradictory multi-faceted subjects’ (Braidotti 2002, p. 6), as 
childhoods transitioning, as hybrid, as defying conventions and norms.     
 
Hybrid beings 
Some time ago, my young daughter became quite obsessed with drawing hybrid 
beings. Although they did not follow a uniform methodology, each was a 
composite created from mixtures of animal, object, human, and creature forms. 
Initially, the drawings seemed to be quite heavily influenced by ‘Moshi 
Monsters’ (http://www.moshimonsters.com). Created by Mind Candy, these 
cartoon creatures are also hybrid, anthropomorphic beings and were very 
popular with a lot of children at the time. Her early drawings showed a similar 
visual style to the Moshi Monster characters, including using large circular 
eyes and a reference to Japanese Kawaii (cute) Culture (figure 1.) 
 
 
 
Figure 1. Ink on paper. 
 
My daughter accessed images of Moshi Monsters through a children’s comic. 
Mind Candy collaborated with SkyJack Magazines to produce Moshi Monsters 
Magazine, a monthly, full-colour children’s comic that promotes the online 
Moshi Monsters computer game that features the characters, as well as 
containing comic strip stories, cooking ideas, factual pages, advertorials, fan 
and letter pages, and competitions. One feature of the comic is to encourage 
readers to design their own ‘Moshlings’; an opportunity for children to adopt 
the Moshi Monster design methodology and create their own hybrids. Children 
are encouraged to submit their Moshling designs to the magazine for possible 
inclusion. The possibility of seeing her drawing feature in the comic was highly 
appealing to my daughter and so she created many hybrid drawings with the 
intention to submit one to the comic. Curiously, none were ever submitted 
because she found it too difficult to try and select which one to send. Despite 
not submitting to the comic, my daughter continued to make lots of 
Moshling drawings.  
 
Interestingly, over the period of about a year the style of her hybrids shifted 
away from a Moshling identity. These later hybrids were more experimental in 
style and less influenced by the Kawaii aesthetic (fig. 2; fig. 3); this might be 
because, after a time she was less interested in submitting a drawing to the 
comic and was more interested in just drawing hybrids. 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Ink on paper. 
 
 
 
Figure 3. Pencil on paper. 
 
The hybrid being in Figure 2, for example, takes on a mythic appearance 
suggested by the serpents and the clothing made of leaves. These references 
begin to shift away from the pop-culture, teen references of the Moshi Monsters 
(Moshi characters include Jollywood singer Bobbi Singsong, and pop singers 
Tyra Fangs and Dustbin Beiber). Figure 3 is less hybridized, being a 
predominantly duck-like form, but clearly shows the influence of the Kawaii 
eyes. One of the latter-produced hybrids (fig. 4) shows a complete shift away 
from the early drawings and the aesthetic of the Moshi Monsters, being more of 
an experiment in form and physical possibility. 
 
 
 
Figure 4. Pencil and white-out on paper. 
 
I became fascinated with these beings and the possibilities they held for 
theorizing and researching concepts of hybridity, complexity, subjectivity and 
power. Living as a child in Australia, living with her family, attending child 
care, preschool and school and living a contemporary, (reasonably privileged) 
childhood means my daughter has known scrutiny, surveillance, micro-
management, subjectification, commodification and being 'manufactured’.  I 
found the drawings especially fascinating then, because they fight through this 
prolonged and insidious hyper-management and they visually manifest visions 
of creatures that have multiple, potential subjectivities (simultaneously they 
can be humanoid, anthropomorphic, zoomorphic, combinations of these). The 
hybrids subvert the conventions of ‘being’; existing and potentially existing 
physically, metaphysically, imaginatively, hypothetically, radically, politically 
as ‘a composition, a location that needs to be constructed together with, that is 
to say in the encounter with, others.’ (Braidotti 2002, p. 118). The hybrids, as 
compositional becomings flow due to their affective encounterings with others, 
things, spaces that resist the mainstream images and influences that my 
daughter has commonly encountered. 
I do not know whether the hybrid beings are about my daughter’s personal 
identity. I believe that any attempt to assign this kind of interpretive 
significance to them is an assumptive exercise and I would likely miss the point 
of why she created them. Instead of interpreting their possible meanings, I 
take these drawings as material objects and consider them as theorizing energy 
points to spark flashes of inspiration as well as ignite difficult ideas to dwell 
over. Just as I might read a great book or article and be pushed to theorize my 
own ideas and thinking, these drawings similarly jolt me out of my 
knowledge stupor and make me challenge my ideas and opinions about what I 
assume I know about childhoods. The hybrids shift my thinking about 
childhoods away from my cemented notions and assumptions, they work in 
'other ways’ (other than the usual ways I develop my thinking) to help build 
ideas and theorizations about childhoods as possible, and ‘not-quite’ in a 
generative, rather than a deficit sense.  
I move away from conventionalized, futures-focused, economically-rationalized 
discourses, and I move away from the pathological discourses of psychological 
analysis of what the child might imagine themselves to be as an adult. The not-
quite-ness, the hybridity in these drawings is potentia (Braidotti 2002) through 
diverse beings, beings that might be animalistic, genderless, robotic, 
mechanistic, sexless, ageless, morphic, liquid, air-born, enormous, vaporous. In 
short, the potentia of these hybrids theorizes on the ways that children can 
wade through and push against the forces of hyper-management and the 
conventional futures discourses which are thrust upon them daily. Children 
can picture possible childhoods, nomadic subjectivities that are imaginative, 
creative, contesting, multiply-located and multiply-subjective, ‘giving priority 
to the undoing of the formerly dominant model of subjectivity’ (Braidotti 2002, 
p. 118) and they can do this by bringing their ideas forth via their drawings. 
The hybrid drawings engage with nomadic becomings in non-dialectical ways 
in that marks are not always reasoned or considered, they can be spontaneous, 
irrational, cursory.  
Drawings can wrestle with norms and expectations, however I do not think 
idealistically about this: I do not see the child’s imagining of possible 
childhoods as easy or always positive; some imaginings are troublesome, 
uncertain, experimental and tentative.  
 
After a period of observing my daughter make her drawings, I asked if I could 
also do some drawing of the ‘creatures’ with her. We agreed to collaborate and 
draw together as well as make individual drawings alongside each other. I 
consider this collaboration as researching because something of the intention 
and purpose of why we drew shifted her away from her prior drawings. My 
daughter was now drawing with another person, I was no longer standing by 
and observing, and the drawing act was now thought about and talked about 
differently. We produced further drawings of hybrid beings (fig 5; fig 6), 
individually and collaboratively. 
 
 
 
Figure 5. Pencil on paper. 
 
 
 
Figure 6. Paint, pencil, ink on paper. 
 
We experimented with different ways of collaborating such as copying each 
other, drawing over one shared drawing, as well as individually drawing 
similarly-styled hybrids (Knight & Rayner, 2015). 
Our drawings took us to a becoming-other through the agglomerative ways we 
entangled forms, entities, identities. As we drew we were able to complicate, 
morph and (trans)form from our human selves to hybrid others, to push the 
biologic possibilities of our ‘being’ and to ‘enter a relation with another entity 
whose elements appeal’ (Braidotti 2002, p. 135). In (trans)forming, our ‘not-
quite’ becoming these forms, entities, identities means we never quite arrived 
at a fixed end point: we could always have continued in our experimentations.  
 
Our drawings became transformative accounts of multiple possible selves, 
projected onto a surface. The drawings are the residues from our theorizing, 
and from our experimentations with subjectivity, with our dis-locations and 
dislocating from fixed ideas about childhoods and identities and how 
conventions might be altered, subverted, and reimagined.     
 
Performing radical, post-qualitative inquiry 
Drawing hybrids makes a departure from research that ‘separates 
epistemology and ontology from methodology’ (St.Pierre 2014, p. 3). Rather 
than observe my daughter produce drawings within a methodological framing 
(an etymological breakdown of methodological to ‘method’ and ‘logical’ indicate 
the unsuitability of the approach) we made drawings together including those 
included in this article to ‘be-with’ each other and to communicate in multiple 
ways, and in ways that were spontaneous and decided upon independently by 
each of us, and beyond each of us. When we drew the hybrid in Figure 6 we 
worked physically to draw, paint and colour and we thought about ideas of 
hybridity, characterization, identity. Our muscles worked to perform mark-
making tasks and the objects and materials around us had agency and 
impacted on what we did, how we positioned ourselves, what we each thought 
about and what we each talked about. Our drawings were not created in 
silence: we talked of course, and our spoken conversations became part of a 
wider array of visual, aural, gestural, oral, atmospheric, and metaphysical 
communications that did not solely emanate from us because each time we 
drew we were just a part of an event. Drawing hybrids was post-qualitative 
inquiry because of these multiplicities, ‘because there is no final truth, no brute 
datum, out there to be found.’ (St.Pierre 2014, p. 5), no possibility of capturing, 
regulating, of presenting a ‘truthful’ and entire account of what happened.  
   
I will not claim that drawing with a child is a ‘best’ way to research with 
children but I believe the discursive spaces between us seemed smaller while 
we were talking, drawing and being part of an event. The hybrids in figures 4 
and 5 were drawn independently but being together while drawing prompted 
us to exchange ideas and questions about making hybrid beings that addressed 
issues such as bodies, abilities, living environments, potentialities, inclusion, 
desires and more. The smaller discursive space helped jolt my thinking about 
children out of the mundane and the assumptive.   
 
The potentiality of post-qualitative inquiry, which calls for a rethinking about 
humanist and positivist research traditions and greater attention to theory 
(MacLure 2010; St.Pierre, 2014) can open up possibilities for seeing research 
activity as a 'thinking with theory' (Jackson & Mazzei, 2012) about a topic. 
Post-qualitative inquiry is radical and disruptive because it helps to complicate 
(through thinking with theory) overly systematic processes for conducting 
research. Post-qualitative research can also effectively help to contest 
conventional public and personal discourses about children. For example, 
thinking about the drawings as post-qualitative inquiry pays attention to the 
ways that drawn marks and the visual arrangements of the image prompt 
theorized thinking about complex issues, and this theorized thinking can 
initiate different forms of action. As a researcher who produced drawings with 
a child, this action made me aware of my cognizant commitments to new ideas 
about the diversity of children and childhoods, my growing understanding of 
the visual and how drawings can be constructed and created in particular ways. 
My theorized thinking honed in on the act of drawing, on drawing tools, 
materials, surfaces, positionings, the arrangement of marks, the pressured 
application of muscles to draw, and it also honed in on ideas, suppositions, 
questions, emotions, problems of childhood subjectivity, power, identity and 
agency. 
I do not separate theorized thinking here into ‘body’ work and ‘mind’ work: this 
is not a Cartesian telling of post-qualitative inquiry. The honing-in on drawing 
and thinking was interactive, interspersing, agglomerative and convergent in 
unpredictable arrangements and sequences. It is also important to say that I 
can tell only part of the tale here because what is described can only ever be a 
small aspect of a complex and multiplicitous event comprising aspects and 
components beyond the drawers and their drawings; and my telling can only 
ever provide a snippet of the multiple thoughts the drawers experienced during 
the project.  
 
Post-qualitatively speaking, the drawings are too difficult to tie down and 
anchor to the organizations and sortings brought on by codings and analyses. 
The deconstruction and dismantling of drawings into parts for symbolic and 
interpretive analysis has been going on for some time (see particularly the 
developmental analyses of Coates & Coates 2011; Gardner 1980; Kellogg 
1969 and Lowenfeld 1947) however this selective analysis is highly problematic 
because 'Much of the potency... is often ignored because some marks and 
impressions do not fit the theory well enough.’ (Knight 2013, p. 257). 
In thinking with theory about drawings, and in considering the call to rethink 
data, drawings can offer departures, convergencies, and revisitations for 
thinking, enacting, creating: activities that significantly extend on 
the systematic acts of coding, sorting and classifying.  
   
Conclusion 
The hybrid beings ignite my thoughts about childhood resistance to governance 
and control and how children find ways to object to societal hypermanagement 
in conceptual ways. The becoming, the potentiality of the hybrids makes them 
interesting: in observing and creating hybrid beings which are ‘not-quite’, I am 
able to theorize that perhaps, children can fantasize and contemplate 
subjectivities, identities, conventionalities, and actively interrogate complexity, 
plurality, and subservience.  
 
Creating and theorizing on hybrids offers some exposure to the ways that I as 
an academic might build discourses of childhood, and how I might uphold 
conventions and assumptions about children and childhoods. The shrouded 
biases and views I might have about children, despite any claim I might have 
to being an early childhood ‘expert’ are somewhat unveiled, and my assumptive 
thinking made more apparent to me.    
 
Our hybrid beings challenge commercialized and beautified images of 
childhoods that populate public spaces (social media sites, television, policy 
documents) and metaphysical spaces (imaginings, expectations, stereotypes) by 
morphing and merging beings in unsavory and monstrous ways. These 
monstrous, ‘not-quite’ hybrids also enable us to wander curiously about a 
childhood yet to come, a possible childhood that is not already mapped by 
convention, stereotype and representation.   
 
 
References  
Australian Government Department of Education, Employment and Workplace 
Relations for the Council of Australian Governments (2009) Belonging, 
Being and Becoming: the early years learning framework for 
Australia. https://docs.education.gov.au/system/files/doc/other/belonging_
being_and_becoming_the_early_years_learning_framework_for_australi
a.pdf 
Accessed 23rd September 2012 
 
Baldridge, B. J. (2014) Relocating the deficit: reimagining black youth in 
neoliberal times. American Educational Research Journal, vol. 51(3), 
440-472. DOI: 10.3102/0002831214532514 
 
Braidotti, R. (2002) Metamorphoses: towards a materialist theory of becoming. 
Cambridge UK: Polity Press. 
 
Cawkwell, G. (2002) Globalisation and the reconstruction of the literate child. 
English Teaching: Practice and Critique, vol.1(1), 79-93.  
 
Clandinin, D. J., Huber, J., Huber, M., Murphy, M. S., Orr, A. M., Pearce, M. & 
Steeves, P. (2006) Composing diverse identities: narrative inquiries into 
the woven lives of children and teachers. London: RoutledgeFalmer.   
 
Coates, E. & Coates, A. (2011) The Subjects and Meanings of Young Children’s 
Drawings, in D. Faulkner & E. Coates (Eds) Exploring Children’s 
Creative Narratives. London: Routledge. 
 
Davis, B., Sumara, D., & Luce-Kapler, R. (2000) Engaging Minds: changing 
teaching in complex times (2nd Ed). New York: Routledge. 
 
Dahlberg, G. & Moss, P. (2005) Ethics and politics in early childhood education. 
London: RoutledgeFalmer 
 
Delpit, L. (1995) Other people’s children: cultural conflict in the classroom. 
New York: The New Press 
 
DeMulder, E. K., Stribling, S. M., & Day, M. (2014) Examining the immigrant 
experience: helping teachers develop as critical educators. Teaching 
Education, vol 25(1), 43-64. Doi: 10.1080/10476210.2012.743984  
 
Department for Education (2014) Statutory framework for the early years 
foundation stage: setting the standards for learning, development and 
care for children from birth to five. 31st March 2014. Reference DFE-
00337-2014 
Http://www.gov.uk/government/publications  
Accessed 2nd December 2014. 
 
Fennimore, B. S. (2008) Talk about children: developing a living curriculum of 
advocacy and social justice. In C. Ganeshi & A. Lin Goodwin (Eds.) 
Diversities in early childhood education: rethinking and doing. New 
York: Routledge. 185-199. 
 
Gardner, H. (1980) Artful Scribbles: the significance of children’s drawings. 
New York: Basic Books. 
 
Grieshaber, S. & Cannella, G. S. (2001) From identity to identities: increasing 
possibilities in early childhood education. In S. Grieshaber & G. S. 
Cannella (Eds.) Embracing identities in early childhood education: 
diversity and possibilities. New York: Teachers College press. 3-22. 
 
Haas Dyson, A. (2008) On listening to child composers: beyond “fix-its”. In C. 
Ganeshi & A. Lin Goodwin (Eds.) Diversities in early childhood 
education: rethinking and doing. New York: Routledge. 13-28. 
 
Hughes, P., & Mac Naughton, G. (2001) Fractured or manufactured: gendered 
identities and culture in the early years. In S. Grieshaber & G. S. 
Cannella (Eds.) Embracing identities in early childhood education: 
diversity and possibilities. New York: Teachers College press. 114-130.  
 
Jackson, A. Y., & Mazzei, L. (2012) Thinking with theory in qualitative 
research: viewing data across multiple perspectives. New York: 
Routledge. 
 
Kellogg, R. (1969) Analyzing Children’s Art. Palo Alto, CA: National Books. 
 
Knight, L., & Rayner, H. (2015) Hybrid creatures as complicating visions of 
early childhood. Early Childhood Landscapes and Portraits in Complex 
Times.Special Edition, Complicity: An International Journal of 
Complexity and Education, vol 12(1), 86-97. 
Knight, L. (2013) Not As It Seems: using Deleuzian concepts of the imaginary 
to rethink children’s drawings. Global Studies of Childhood, vol. 3(3), 
254-264. http://dx.doi.org/10.2304/gsch.2013.3.3.254 
 
Lowenfeld, V. (1947) Creative and Mental Growth. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 
Prentice Hall. 
MacLure, M. (2010) The offence of theory. Journal of Education Policy, vol 
25(2), 277-286. DOI: 10.1080/02680930903462316  
Mansson, N. (2008) What it means to become a stranger: the consequences of 
classification according to Zygmunt Bauman. In E. Alerby & J. Brown 
(Eds.) Voices from the margins: school experiences of refugee, migrant 
and Indigenous children. Rotterdam: Sense Publishers. 7-18.  
 
Ministry of Education (1996) Te Whariki. He Whariki Matauranga mo nga 
Mokopuna o Aotearoa: Early Childhood Curriculum. Wellington, NZ: 
Learning 
Media. http://www.educate.ece.govt.nz/~/media/educate/files/reference%2
0downloads/whariki.pdf 
Accessed 2nd January 2015 
 
Moss, P. (2008) Meetings across the paradigmatic divide. In S. Farquhar & P. 
Fitzsimons (Eds.) Philosophy of early childhood education: transforming 
narratives. Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing. 7-23. 
 
Nurture Magazine: Australia's natural parenting. How to raise happy and 
confident kids. By Holly Easterby. 12th September 2014, 19.34pm. 
http://www.nurtureparentingmagazine.com.au/Blogs/83/206/how-to-
raise-happy-and-confident-kids/ 
Accessed 5th January 2015. 
 
Parenting: Modern Families and Fresh Ideas. Unique birthday cakes. By 
Karen Tack.  
http://www.parenting.com/birthday-cakes  
Accessed 5th January 2015. 
 
Pascal, C., & Bertram, T. (2009) Listening to young citizens: the struggle to 
make a real participatory paradigm in research with young children. 
European Early Childhood Education Research Journal, vol 17(2), 249-
262. DOI: 10.1080/13502930902951486  
Popkewitz, T. S., & Bloch, M. N. (2001) Administering freedom: a history of the 
present. In K. Hultqvist & G. Dahlberg (Eds.) Governing the child in the 
new millennium. New York: RoutledgeFalmer. 85-118.  
 
Practical Parenting Magazine. Immortalising memories: 12 ways to archive the 
good times. 4th December 2014, 8.00am.  
https://au.lifestyle.yahoo.com/practical-
parenting/a/25580965/immortalising-memories-12-ways-to-archive-the-
good-times/ 
Accessed 5th January 2015. 
 
Robinson, J. P. & Espelage, D. L. (2011) Inequities in educational and 
psychological outcomes between LGBTQ and straight students in middle 
and high school. Educational Researcher, vol. 40(7), 315-330 
doi:10.3102/0013189X11422112 
 
St.Pierre, E. A. (2014) Post qualitative inquiry. Keynote lecture, Australian 
Association of Research in Education, New Zealand Association for 
Research in Education 2014: Speaking Back Through Research. 
Brisbane Australia, 30 November – 4 December 2014. 
 
Taylor, Y. (2012) Educational diversity: the subject of difference and different 
subjects. Basingstoke UK: Palgrave Macmillan.  
 
 
Youdell, D. (2006) Impossible bodies, impossible selves: exclusions and student 
subjectivities. Dordrecht, NL: Springer. 
 
